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III. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

Claims 1-6, 8-22, and 24-32 are pending in this application, were finally rejected and 
are the subject of this appeal. Claims 7 and 23 were canceled during prosecution. 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

No amendments were filed after the final Office Action. 

V. EXPLANATION OF THE INVENTION 

The present application includes independent claims 1 and 17. Claim 1 is a method 
claim, and claim 17 is a computer readable medium counterpart of claim 1. Both 
independent claims are directed to the automatic generation of a transformation document. 

In recent years, the use of XML (extensible markup language) has greatly 
proliferated. In many applications involving XML, it is necessary to transform a first XML 
document into a second XML document. This transformation is typically carried out by 
applying a transformation document to the first XML document to derive the second XML 
document. The transformation document is often written in the XSLT (extensible stylesheet 
language transformations) language, and is typically written manually by a user. 

A problem with this approach is that XSLT is a very complicated language. It is very 
difficult for users to learn and master, and even when one has mastered the language, the 
intricacies of the language make manual development of an XSLT transformation document 
error prone. To overcome this problem, the present invention provides a method and 
computer readable medium for enabling a transformation document to be automatically 
generated. 
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According to the invention as claimed, a transformation document is automatically 
generated by initially analyzing a first document. This document may be viewed as the 
document to be transformed. A second document is also analyzed. This document 
represents the desired result of the transformation. Put another way, the second document 
represents the result that should be derived after the first document is transformed. Then, 
based upon the first and second documents, a transformation document is automatically 
generated. The transformation document is generated with such content that when it is 
processed in conjunction with the first document, it gives rise to a result document that is at 
least an approximation of the second document. In other words, the transformation 
document can be applied to the first document to derive a result document that resembles the 
second document. By automatically generating a transformation document in this way, much 
of the error that results from a user manually writing the transformation document is 
eliminated. 

A graphical representation of this process is shown in the enclosed drawing 1. As 
depicted in drawing 1, the transformation document 103 is generated based upon the first 
document 101 and the second document 102. After generation, the transformation document 
103 can be applied to the first document 101 to give rise to a result document 104 that is at 
least an approximation of the second document 102. 
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VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

1. Claims 1-6, 8, 14-16, 17-22, 24, and 30-32 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§102(e) as being anticipated by Worden (U.S. Pub. No. US2003/0149934 Al). 

2. Claims 9-1 1 and 25-27 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Worden in view of Wheeler et al. (U.S. Pub. No. US 2002/0055932 Al). 

3. Claims 12 and 28 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Worden in view of Wheeler et al. and further in view of Weinberg et al. 
(US 2002/0194196 Al). 

4. Claims 13 and 29 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Worden in view of Wheeler et al. and further in view of Menke (US 
2002/0055932 Al). 
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VII. ARGUMENTS 

A. Claims 1-6, 8, 14-16, 17-22, 24, and 30-32 are patentable over Worden 

It is well established that, in order to anticipate a claim, a reference must disclose 
each and every element of the claim. General Electric Co, v. Nintendo Co., Ltd., 179 F.3d 
1350, 1356 (Fed. Cir. 1999); Finnigan Corp. v. U.S. Int'l Trade Comm'n, 180 F.3d 1354, 
1367 (Fed. Cir. 1999). In the present case, Worden fails to disclose or even suggest at least 
one of the elements of independent claims 1 and 17. Specifically, Worden does not disclose 
or suggest automatically generating, based upon a first and a second document, a 
transformation document which, when processed in conjunction with the first document, 
gives rise to a result document that is at least an approximation of the second document, as 
recited in claims 1 and 17. For at least this reason, Applicants submit that independent 
claims 1 and 17 are patentable over Worden. 

Instead of disclosing the invention as claimed in claims 1 and 17, Worden discloses a 
method for translating a document written in a first XML language into a document written 
in a second XML language. Worden does this by transforming the document in the first 
XML language into a common class model (also referred to as a business information 
model), and then transforming the common class model into a document in the second XML 
language [paragraphs 0035 and 0042]. Basically, rather than transforming the document 
directly from the first XML language into the second XML language, Worden goes through 
an intermediate common class model step. According to Worden, this helps to reduce the 
number of transformation documents that need to be created. 

In Worden, several mappings are provided. A first mapping maps the first XML 
language to the common class model [paragraph 0028]. A second mapping maps the 
common class model to the second XML language. These mappings, which may be in an 
XML form called Meaning Definition Language (MDL), are used to generate transformation 
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documents [paragraph 0040]. Once generated, the transformation documents are used to 
transform a document written in the first XML language into a document written in the 
second XML language [paragraph 004 1 ] . 

The operation of Worden is best illustrated in Worden's Figure 9. Schema(l) in Figure 9 
represents the structure definition of a first XML language (i.e. the input language) [paragraph 
0242]. This structure definition sets forth the elements, attributes, structures, syntax, etc. for the 
first language [paragraphs 0008 and 0009]. Schema(2) represents the structure definition for a 
second XML language (i.e. the output language) [paragraph 0244]. This structure definition sets 
forth the elements, attributes, structures, syntax, etc. for the second language [paragraphs 0008 
and 0009], UML represents the business information model that serves as the common class 
model between the two languages [paragraphs 0037 and 0241]. MDL(l) represents the 
mappings between the first language defined by Schema(l) and the common class model defined 
by UML [paragraphs 0037, 0040, 0243]. MDL(2) represents the mappings between the second 
language defined by Schema(2) and the common class model defined by UML [paragraphs 
0037, 0040, 0245]. Based upon MDL(l), Schema(l), MDL(2), and Schema(2), a set of 
transformation documents (represented by XSLT(1=>2)) is generated [paragraphs 0239]. Once 
generated, XSLT(1=>2) is applied to a document XML(1) written in the first XML language to 
translate it into a document XML(2) written in the second XML language. Notice that the 
information in document XML(2) is substantially the same as the information in document 
XML(l). The information is just expressed in a different XML language (i.e. the second XML 
language rather than the first XML language). 

Given the above manner of operation, there is no reasonable interpretation of Worden 
that reads upon all of the limitations of claims 1 and 17. In the Final Office Action, the Examiner 
interpreted MDL(l) to be the first document recited in claims 1 and 17, MDL(2) to be the second 
document, and XSLT(1=>2) to be the transformation document. This interpretation reads on 
claims 1 and 17 to the extent that the transformation documents XSLT(1=>2) are generated 
based upon MDL(1) and MDL(2). However, unlike the transformation document of claims 1 
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and 17, XSLT(1=>2) cannot be processed in conjunction with MDLO) to give rise to a result 
document that is an approximation of MDL(2). This is simply not the intended use of 
XSLT(1=>2). XSLT(1=>2) is intended to be used to transform a document XML(l) written in 
the first XML language into a document XML(2) written in the second XML language; it is not 
intended to transform the mappings in MDL(l) into the mappings of MDL(2). If XSLT(1=>2) 
were applied to MDL(l), there is no telling what would result. Since MDL(l) is not written in 
the first XML language, and since MDL(2) is not written in the second XML language, there is 
no reason to believe that applying XSLT(1=>2) to MDL(l) would produce anything that even 
resembles MDL(2). 

Another point to note is that the actual mapping information in MDL(l) is different than 
the actual mapping information in MDL(2) (this only makes sense since MDL(1) represents the 
mappings between Schema(l) and UML, and MDL(2) represents the mappings between 
Schema(2) and UML). Thus, MDL(l) and MDL(2) are different documents with different 
content. They are not different documents with the same content expressed in different XML 
languages. The point of a translation (and the purpose of XSLT(1=>2) is to preserve the content 
and meaning of a document but just express it in a different language [paragraphs 0237 and 
0238]. A translation is not supposed to change/add/delete the actual content of a document. 
Thus, if MDL(1) and MDL(2) have different actual content, there is no way that the application 
of XSLT(1=>2) (which is supposed to perform a translation function) to MDL(l) would result in 
something that resembles MDL(2). To derive something that resembles MDL(2), XSLT(1=>2) 
would have to change/add/delete some of the content in MDL(l). This is not what the 
XSLT(1=>2) of Worden is intended to do. Overall, there is absolutely no teaching or suggestion 
whatsoever in Worden that XSLT(1=>2) can be processed with MDL(1) to derive a result that 
approximates MDL(2). For at least this reason, Applicant submits that the interpretation 
proffered by the Examiner in the Final Office Action does not fully read on, and hence, does not 
anticipate claims 1 and 17. 
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In the advisory action, it appeared (but was not clear) that the Examiner changed her 
interpretation. Under the new interpretation, Schema(l) was interpreted to be the first document 
recited in claims 1 and 17, Schema(2) was the second document, and XSLT(1=>2) was the 
transformation document. This interpretation suffers from similar shortcomings as the 
interpretation discussed above. Namely, while this interpretation reads on claims 1 and 17 to the 
extent that the transformation documents XSLT(1=>2) are generated based upon Schema(l) and 
Schema(2), it fails to show another aspect of claims 1 and 17. Specifically, unlike the 
transformation document of claims 1 and 17, XSLT(1=>2) cannot be processed in conjunction 
with Schema(l) to give rise to a result document that is an approximation of Schema(2). This is 
simply not the intended use of XSLT(1=>2). XSLT(1=>2) is intended to be used to transform a 
document XML(1) written in the first XML language into a document XML(2) written in the 
second XML language; it is not intended to transform the language definition set forth in 
Schema(l) into the language definition set forth in Schema(2). 

A significant point to note is that a document that sets forth the definition for a language 
is very different from a document that is written in that language. Schema(l) sets forth the 
definition for the first XML language but it is not written in the first XML language. Similarly, 
Schema(2) sets forth the definition for the second XML language but it is not written in the 
second XML language. That being the case, if XSLT(1=>2) were applied to Schema(l), there is 
no telling what would result. Since Schema(l) is not written in the first XML language, and 
since Schema(2) is not written in the second XML language, there is no reason to believe that 
applying XSLT(1=>2) to Schema(l) would produce anything that even resembles Schema(2). 

Another point to note is that the actual definition information in Schema(l) is different 
than the actual definition information in Schema(2) (this only makes sense since the first and 
second XML languages are different). Thus, Schema(l) and Schema(2) are different documents 
with different content. They are not different documents with the same content expressed in 
different XML languages. Since Schema(l) and Schema(2) have different actual content, there 
is no way that the application of XSLT(1=>2) (which is supposed to perform a translation 
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function) to Schema(l) would result in something that resembles Schema(2). To derive 
something that resembles Schema(2), XSLT(1=>2) would have to change/add/delete some of the 
content in Schema(l). This is not what the XSLT(1=>2) of Worden is intended to do. Overall, 
there is absolutely no teaching or suggestion whatsoever in Worden that XSLT(1=>2) can be 
processed with Schema(l) to derive a result that approximates Schema(2). For at least this 
reason, Applicant submits that the interpretation of Worden proffered by the Examiner in the 
Advisory Action does not fully read on, and hence, does not anticipate claims 1 and 17. 

For at least the above reasons, Applicant submits that independent claims 1 and 17 are 
patentable over Worden. 

Claims 2-6, 8, and 14-16 depend from, and hence, incorporate all of the limitations of 
claim 1. Similarly, claims 18-22, 24, and 30-32 depend from, and hence, incorporate all of 
the limitations of claim 17. Applicants submit that these claims, which recite further 
advantageous aspects of the invention, are also patentable over Worden for at least the same 
reasons as those given above in connection with independent claims 1 and 17. 

B. Claims 9-11 and 25-27 are patentable over Worden in view of Wheeler et al. 

It is well founded that in order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. §103(a), the references cited and relied upon must teach or suggest all of the 
limitations of a claim. In re Freed, 165 USPQ 570 (CCPA 1970); In re Warner, 154 USPQ 
173 (CCPA 1967); In reLunsford, 148 USPQ 721 (CCPA 1966). In the present case, the 
references of Worden and Wheeler et al, taken individually or in combination, fail to 
disclose or suggest all of the limitations of claims 9-1 1 and 25-27. Thus, Applicants submit 
that claims 9-11 and 25-27 are patentable over Worden and Wheeler et al. 

Claims 9-11 depend from claim 1 and, hence, incorporate all of the limitations of 
claim 1. Similarly, claims 25-27 depend from claim 17 and, hence, incorporate all of the 
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limitations of claim 17. If it is shown that claims 1 and 17 are patentable over Worden and 
Wheeler et al, then it follows that claims 9-1 1 and 25-27 are also patentable over Worden 
and Wheeler et al. 

As argued above in connection with claims 1 and 17, Worden fails to disclose or 
suggest at least the limitation of automatically generating, based upon a first and a second 
document, a transformation document which, when processed in conjunction with the first 
document, gives rise to a result document that is at least an approximation of the second 
document. Wheeler et al. also fails to disclose or suggest this limitation. The Examiner has 
made no attempt to show that this limitation is disclosed or suggested by Wheeler et al. 
Because both references fail to disclose or suggest this limitation, even if the references were 
combined (assuming for the sake of argument that it would have been obvious to combine 
the references), this limitation would still be missing from the combination. Thus, for at least 
this reason, Applicant submits that claims 1 and 17 are patentable over Worden and Wheeler 
et al., taken individually or in combination. Applicant also submits that claims 9-1 1 and 25- 
27, which recite further advantageous aspects of the invention, are likewise patentable over 
Worden and Wheeler et al. for at least the same reasons as those given above in connection 
with claims 1 and 17. 

C. Claims 12 and 28 are patentable over Worden in view of Wheeler et al. and 
further in view of Weinberg et al. 

Claim 12 depends from claim 1 and, hence, incorporates all of the limitations of claim 
1. Similarly, claim 28 depends from claim 17 and, hence, incorporates all of the limitations 
of claim 17. If it is shown that claims 1 and 17 are patentable over Worden, Wheeler et al., 
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and Weinberg et al., then it follows that claims 12 and 28 are also patentable over Worden, 
Wheeler et al., and Weinberg et al. 

As argued above in connection with claims 1 and 17, Worden fails to disclose or 
suggest at least the limitation of automatically generating, based upon a first and a second 
document, a transformation document which, when processed in conjunction with the first 
document, gives rise to a result document that is at least an approximation of the second 
document. Wheeler et al. also fails to disclose or suggest this limitation. Weinberg et al. 
also fails to disclose or suggest this limitation. The Examiner has made no attempt to show 
that this limitation is disclosed or suggested by Weinberg et al. Because all of these 
references fail to disclose or suggest this limitation, even if the references were combined 
(assuming for the sake of argument that it would have been obvious to combine the 
references), this limitation would still be missing from the combination. Thus, for at least 
this reason, Applicant submits that claims 1 and 17 are patentable over Worden, Wheeler et 
al., and Weinberg et al., taken individually or in combination. Applicant also submits that 
claims 12 and 28, which recite further advantageous aspects of the invention, are likewise 
patentable over Worden, Wheeler et al, and Weinberg et al. for at least the same reasons as 
those given above in connection with claims 1 and 17. 

D. Claims 13 and 29 are patentable over Worden in view of Wheeler et al. and 
further in view of Menke 

Claim 13 depends from claim 1 and, hence, incorporates all of the limitations of claim 
1. Similarly, claim 29 depends from claim 17 and, hence, incorporates all of the limitations 
of claim 17. If it is shown that claims 1 and 17 are patentable over Worden, Wheeler et al, 
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and Menke, then it follows that claims 13 and 29 are also patentable over Worden, Wheeler 
et al., and Menke. 

As argued above in connection with claims 1 and 17, Worden fails to disclose or 
suggest at least the limitation of automatically generating, based upon a first and a second 
document, a transformation document which, when processed in conjunction with the first 
document, gives rise to a result document that is at least an approximation of the second 
document. Wheeler et al. also fails to disclose or suggest this limitation. Menke also fails to 
disclose or suggest this limitation. The Examiner has made no attempt to show that this 
limitation is disclosed or suggested by Menke. Because all of these references fail to disclose 
or suggest this limitation, even if the references were combined (assuming for the sake of 
argument that it would have been obvious to combine the references), this limitation would 
still be missing from the combination. Thus, for at least this reason, Applicant submits that 
claims 1 and 17 are patentable over Worden, Wheeler et al., and Menke, taken individually 
or in combination. Applicant also submits that claims 13 and 29, which recite further 
advantageous aspects of the invention, are likewise patentable over Worden, Wheeler et al., 
and Menke for at least the same reasons as those given above in connection with claims 1 
and 17. 

VIII. CONCLUSION AND PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

Based on the foregoing, it is respectfully submitted that the rejection of claims 1-6, 8, 
14-16, 17-22, 24, and 30-32 under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being anticipated by Worden lacks 
the requisite factual and legal bases. It is further respectfully submitted that the rejection of 
claims 9-1 1 and 25-27 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Worden in view 
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of Wheeler et al. lacks the requisite factual and legal bases. It is further respectfully 
submitted that the rejection of claims 12 and 28 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Worden in view of Wheeler et al. and further in view of Weinberg et al. 
lacks the requisite factual and legal bases. It is further respectfully submitted that the 
rejection of claims 13 and 29 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over Worden in 
view of Wheeler et al. and further in view of Menke lacks the requisite factual and legal 
bases. Applicant therefore respectfully requests that the Honorable Board reverse the 
rejection of claims 1-6, 8-22, and 24-32. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: June 17,2005 




Bobby K. Ti|uong 
Reg. No. 37,499 



Hickman Palermo Truong & Becker LLP 
2055 Gateway Place, Suite 550 
San Jose, CA 95110 
Tel: (408) 414-1234 
Fax: (408) 414-1076 
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CLAIMS APPENDIX 

1 . A computer-implemented method for generating a transformation document, 
comprising: 

analyzing a first document; 
analyzing a second document; and 

automatically generating, based upon said first and second documents, a 
transformation document which, when processed in conjunction with said first document, 
gives rise to a result document that is at least an approximation of said second document. 

2. The method of claim 1, wherein said first and second documents are XML 
(extensible Markup Language) documents. 

3. The method of claim 2, wherein said transformation document is an XSLT 
(extensible Stylesheet Language Transformation) document. 

4. The method of claim 1, wherein automatically generating said transformation 
document comprises: 

selecting a particular data structure pattern that occurs in said second document; 

determining whether said first document comprises a matching data structure pattern 
that matches said particular data structure pattern; and 

in response to a determination that said first document comprises said matching data 
structure pattern, inserting a template comprising one or more actions into said 
transformation document, said template being invoked when a particular triggering data 
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structure pattern is encountered during processing of said transformation document, and 
when invoked, causes said particular data structure pattern to be created in said result 
document. 

5. The method of claim 4, wherein said particular triggering data structure 
pattern comprises said matching data structure pattern. 

6. The method of claim 4, wherein automatically generating said transformation 
document further comprises: 

in response to a determination that said first document does not comprise said 
matching data structure pattern, inserting a non-match template comprising one or more 
actions into said transformation document, said non-match template which indicates to a user 
that a triggering data structure pattern needs to be specified for said non-match template, said 
non-match template, if invoked, causing said particular data structure pattern to be created in 
said result document. 

7. (CANCELED) 

8. The method of claim 4, wherein automatically generating said transformation 
document comprises: 

selecting a non-matching data structure pattern that occurs in said first document that 
does not match any data structure pattern that occurs in said second document; and 
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inserting an action-needed template into said transformation document, said action- 
needed template being invoked when said non-matching data structure pattern is encountered 
during processing of said transformation document, said action-needed template comprising 
an indication that one or more actions needs to be specified for said action-needed template. 

9. The method of claim 1, wherein automatically generating said transformation 
document comprises: 

selecting a particular data structure pattern that occurs in said second document; 

determining a synonymous data structure pattern that is synonymous with said 
particular data structure pattern; 

determining whether said first document comprises a matching data structure pattern 
that matches said synonymous data structure pattern; and 

in response to a determination that said first document comprises said matching data 
structure pattern, inserting a template comprising one or more actions into said 
transformation document, said template being invoked when a particular triggering data 
structure pattern is encountered during processing of said transformation document, and 
when invoked, causes said particular data structure pattern to be created in said result 
document. 

10. The method of claim 9, wherein said particular triggering data structure 
pattern comprises said matching data structure pattern. 
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1 1 . The method of claim 9, wherein determining said synonymous data structure 
pattern comprises: 

accessing a set of information that indicates that said particular data structure pattern 
is synonymous with said synonymous data structure pattern. 

12. The method of claim 1 1 , wherein said set of information is provided by a user. 

13. The method of claim 1, wherein automatically generating said transformation 
document comprises: 

determining whether any data structure pattern occurring in said first document is 
identical to a data structure pattern occurring in said second document; and 

in response to a determination that a particular data structure pattern occurring in said 
first document is identical to a data structure pattern occurring in said second document, 
inserting a template into said transformation document, said template comprising a copy 
action, said template being invoked when said particular data structure pattern is encountered 
during processing of said transformation document, and when invoked, causes said particular 
data structure pattern to be copied into said result document. 

14. The method of claim 1, 

wherein analyzing said first document comprises: 

compiling a first list of data structure patterns that occur in said first 
document; and 
wherein analyzing said second document comprises: 



17 



15437-0545/P6853 

compiling a second list of data structure patterns that occur in said second 
document. 

1 5 . The method of claim 1 , further comprising: 

processing said transformation document in conjunction with a third document to 
derive a transformed document, wherein said third document is a different document from 
said first document. 

16. The method of claim 15, wherein said first document is of a particular type, 
and wherein said third document is of the same particular type. 

17. A computer readable medium comprising instructions which, when executed 
by one or more processors, cause the one or more processors to generate a transformation 
document, said computer readable medium comprising: 

instructions for causing one or more processors to analyze a first document; 
instructions for causing one or more processors to analyze a second document; and 
instructions for causing one or more processors to automatically generate, based upon 
said first and second documents, a transformation document which, when processed in 
conjunction with said first document, gives rise to a result document that is at least an 
approximation of said second document. 

18. The computer readable medium of claim 17, wherein said first and second 
documents are XML (extensible Markup Language) documents. 
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1 9. The computer readable medium of claim 1 8, wherein said transformation 
document is an XSLT (extensible Stylesheet Language Transformation) document. 

20. The computer readable medium of claim 17, wherein the instructions for 
causing one or more processors to automatically generate said transformation document 
comprises: 

instructions for causing one or more processors to select a particular data structure 
pattern that occurs in said second document; 

instructions for causing one or more processors to determine whether said first 
document comprises a matching data structure pattern that matches said particular data 
structure pattern; and 

instructions for causing one or more processors to insert, in response to a 
determination that said first document comprises said matching data structure pattern, a 
template comprising one or more actions into said transformation document, said template 
being invoked when a particular triggering data structure pattern is encountered during 
processing of said transformation document, and when invoked, causes said particular data 
structure pattern to be created in said result document. 

2 1 . The computer readable medium of claim 20, wherein said particular triggering 
data structure pattern comprises said matching data structure pattern. 
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22. The computer readable medium of claim 20, wherein the instructions for 
causing one or more processors to automatically generate said transformation document 
further comprises: 

instructions for causing one or more processors to insert, in response to a 
determination that said first document does not comprise said matching data structure 
pattern, a non-match template comprising one or more actions into said transformation 
document, said non-match template specifying a special triggering data structure pattern 
which indicates to a user that a triggering data structure pattern needs to be specified for said 
non-match template, said non-match template, if invoked, causing said particular data 
structure pattern to be created in said result document. 

23. (CANCELED) 

24. The computer readable medium of claim 20, wherein the instructions for 
causing one or more processors to automatically generate said transformation document 
comprises: 

instructions for causing one or more processors to select a non-matching data 
structure pattern that occurs in said first document that does not match any data structure 
pattern that occurs in said second document; and 

instructions for causing one or more processors to insert an action-needed template 
into said transformation document, said action-needed template being invoked when said 
non-matching data structure pattern is encountered during processing of said transformation 
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document, said action-needed template comprising an indication that one or more actions 
needs to be specified for said action-needed template. 

25. The computer readable medium of claim 17, wherein the instructions for 
causing one or more processors to automatically generate said transformation document 
comprises: 

instructions for causing one or more processors to select a particular data structure 
pattern that occurs in said second document; 

instructions for causing one or more processors to determine a synonymous data 
structure pattern that is synonymous with said particular data structure pattern; 

instructions for causing one or more processors to determine whether said first 
document comprises a matching data structure pattern that matches said synonymous data 
structure pattern; and 

instructions for causing one or more processors to insert, in response to a 
determination that said first document comprises said matching data structure pattern, a 
template comprising one or more actions into said transformation document, said template 
being invoked when a particular triggering data structure pattern is encountered during 
processing of said transformation document, and when invoked, causes said particular data 
structure pattern to be created in said result document. 

26. The computer readable medium of claim 25, wherein said particular triggering 
data structure pattern comprises said matching data structure pattern. 
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27. The computer readable medium of claim 25, wherein the instructions for 
causing one or more processors to determine said synonymous data structure pattern 
comprises: 

instructions for causing one or more processors to access a set of information that 
indicates that said particular data structure pattern is synonymous with said synonymous data 
structure pattern. 

28. The computer readable medium of claim 27, wherein said set of information is 
provided by a user. 

29. The computer readable medium of claim 17, wherein the instructions for 
causing one or more processors to automatically generate said transformation document 
comprises: 

instructions for causing one or more processors to determine whether any data 
structure pattern occurring in said first document is identical to a data structure pattern 
occurring in said second document; and 

instructions for causing one or more processors to insert, in response to a 
determination that a particular data structure pattern occurring in said first document is 
identical to a data structure pattern occurring in said second document, a template into said 
transformation document, said template comprising a copy action, said template being 
invoked when said particular data structure pattern is encountered during processing of said 
transformation document, and when invoked, causes said particular data structure pattern to 
be copied into said result document. 
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30. The computer readable medium of claim 17, 

wherein the instructions for causing one or more processors to analyze said first 
document comprises: 

instructions for causing one or more processors to compile a first list of data 
structure patterns that occur in said first document; and 
wherein the instructions for causing one or more processors to analyze said second 
document comprises: 

instructions for causing one or more processors to compile a second list of 
data structure patterns that occur in said second document. 

31. The computer readable medium of claim 17, further comprising: 
instructions for causing one or more processors to process said transformation 

document in conjunction with a third document to derive a transformed document, wherein 
said third document is a different document from said first document. 

32. The computer readable medium of claim 31, wherein said first document is of 
a particular type, and wherein said third document is of the same particular type. 
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